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- Failure to reply within the set or extended period for reply will, by statute, cause the application to become ABANDONED (35 U.S.C. § 133). 
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2a )^ This action is FINAL. 2b)^ This action is non-final. 

3) Q Since this application is in condition for allowance except for formal matters, prosecution as to the merits is 

closed in accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quayle, 1935 CD. 11, 453 O.G. 213. 
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7) \Z\ Claim(s) is/are objected to. 

8) D Claim(s) are subject to restriction and/or election requirement. 
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DETAILED ACTION 

Examiner acknowledges Applicant's amendment and remarks filed 24 October 2007 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

1 . The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

2. Claims 2, 4,9,11,12,15,18 and 20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Dewaele (US Patent 7,065,235) in view of Ema et al (US Patent 
5,779,634) and further view of Nafstadius (US 2004/005027). 

3. Dewaele teaches a diagnostic image processing system comprising: a user 
interface (display) (See Figures 7 and 8 ) with which a user selects a region of interest 
of at least a baseline diagnostic images from which the parameter values are to be 
extracted (See Col. 5, lines 1-19) a parameter extraction processor ( a computer 
program inherently run by a processor) for extracting like parameter values from the 
selected region of interest from data (reference images) for generating the baseline 
and stored diagnostic images and a report formatting means for formatting the extracted 
parameter values from the baseline and diagnostic images generated at different times 
into a report descriptive of the parameter value development with time (See Col. 6, 
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lines 48-67, Col. 10, lines 6-64, Col. 9, lines 20-22, Col. 12, lines 22-42 and Claim 
13 and Fig. 8). 

4. Dewaele teach the claimed invention see rejection supra, Dewaele does not 
expressly teach that the medical information processing system includes a subject 
database that stores the diagnostic images each in association with at least a patient 
identity and date, the database being, updated each time a patient is imaged and 
searching means 

5. Ema et al (US Patent 5,779,634) teach a medical information processing system 
wherein a subject database that stores the diagnostic images each in association with 
at least a patient identity and date, the database being, updated each time a patient is 
imaged and searching means (See Col.6, lines 39- 67, Col.7, lines 64-67, Tables 
16,1,2,3,6-10, Col.1, lines 27-32, Col. 25. lines 12-32, Col.37, lines 40-67) in order to 
evaluate medical examination more efficiently (See Col.1, lines 9-14 and Col.3, lines 
23-64). 

It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time 
invention was made to modify a diagnostic image processing system of Dewaele 
wherein a subject database that stores the diagnostic images each in association with 
at least a patient identity and date, the database being, updated each time a patient is 
imaged and searching means of Ema et al in order to evaluate medical examination 
more efficiently as taught by Ema et al. 
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6. The combination of Dewaele and Ema et al does not expressly teach that the 
medical information processing system includes comparing the current subject 
database with the same subject stored images. 

7. Nafstadius (US 2004/005027) teach a medical information processing system 
including comparing the current subject database with the same subject stored images 
in order to detect any anatomical or spatial different for further imaging analyses 
procedures (See abstract, paragraphs [0001], [0005], [0006], [001 8] and [0026]). 

8. It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time 
invention was made to modify a diagnostic image processing system of Dewaele and 
Ema et al including comparing the current subject database with the same subject 
stored images in order to detect any anatomical or spatial different for further imaging 
analyses procedures in order to help user to know or see changes, developments in 
tumor tissue and misplacement of current subject during a radiation diagnostic imaging 
as taught by Nafstadius. 

9. Claims 6,13,15-17,19,20 and 21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Dewaele, Ema et al in view of Nafstadius as applied in Claim 2 
and further view of Hochman (US 2003/0236458). 

10. Dewaele, Ema et al and Nafstadius teach the claimed invention see rejection 
supra Dewaele, Ema et al and Nafstadius do not teach that the diagnostic processing 
system includes a graphing means for plotting change of selected parameter versus 
time. 
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11. Hochman teaches a diagnostic processing system includes graphing means for 
plotting change of selected parameter versus time in order to monitor various medical 
conditions such as blood characteristics, blood flow and abnormalities in tissues during 
examination purposes (See Fig. 2-7B, Paragraphs [0028], [0119],[0002], [0204], and 
[0263]). 

It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time 
invention was made to modify a diagnostic processing system of Dewaele, Ema et al 
and Nafstadius to includes graphing means for plotting change of selected parameter 
versus time of Hochman in order to order to monitor various medical conditions such as 
abnormalities (tumor) in tissues during examination purposes (See Fig. 2-7B, 
Paragraphs [00110], as taught by Hochman. 

12. Claim 7 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable Dewaele, Ema 
et al and Nafstadius as applied in Claim 2 and further view of Washburn et al (Patent 
6,379,306). 

13. Dewaele, Ema et al and Nafstadius teach the claimed invention see rejection 
supra Dewaele, Ema et al and Nafstadius do not teach that the diagnostic processing 
system includes a cine generator. 

14. Washburn et al (Patent 6,379,306) teach a diagnostic processing system which 
includes a cine generator in order to display acquired images in a video format (See 
Col.9, lines 39-64, Col.6, lines 27-53, Fig.5 and 6). 
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It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time 
invention was made to modify a diagnostic processing system of Dewaele, Ema et al 
and Nafstadius includes a cine generator of Washburn et al in order to display 
acquired images in a video or movie format as known in the art. 

Response to Arguments 

Claims 2, 4-7, 9, 11-13, 15-21 are now pending. The Examiner acknowledges the 
amendments to Claims 2, 4-7, 9 and 18. 

Applicant's arguments with respect to the rejection(s) of claim(s) 2, 4-7,9, 11- 
13,15-21 have been fully considered have been considered but are moot in view of the 
new ground(s) of rejection. 

Conclusion 

15. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See M PEP 
§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
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the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to LAWRENCE N. LARYEA whose telephone number is 
(571 )272-9060. The examiner can normally be reached on 9:30 a.m. -5:30 p.m. EST. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Long Le can be reached on 571-272-08230823. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

/L N. L7 /Eric F Winakur/ 

Primary Examiner, Art Unit 3768 



